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At our suggestion, the Foreign minister opened with
a review of the international situation from the PRC
point of view, which, he observed, can be learned from
PRC newspapers.





Foreign Minister Chi noted first that great changes
had occurred in the international situation in the over
20 years since the end of World War II, changes to which
President Nixon had referred in his Foreign Policy
Report of July 6, 1971. The most dominant characteristic
of the world in this period is its untranquil nature.
Although there has been no new world war, local wars have
never ceased. The civil conflict in China, the Korean
War and the Viet-Nam war are examples. Now the India-
Pakistan war has added a third war in this area, sharpen-
ing contradictions and making the situation in South Asia
more unstable and uncertain. The Middle East is in the
midst of recurrent war crises, with the ever-present
possibility of war on a larger scale.

Causes of Turmoil





What are the causes of this lack of tranquility?
Frankly speaking, they cannot be separated from the post
World War II policies of Presidents Truman, Kennedy and
Johnson. Thus, in the 1950's the economic and military
strengths of the US expanded enormously. In the words
of the 1971 Foreign Policy Report, the US had "indisputable
superiority in strategic strength." As a result the US
stretched out its hands too far and attempted to gain too
much control. Tension grew in many areas as a result.
Witness the civil war in China, the Korean War and Viet-Nam.

The Soviet Union and the US

In the 1960's, another big power has attempted to slip
into your shoes and to control the affairs of other coun-
tries. It wants to intervene in Europe, the Middle East,
the Mediterranean and also in South Asia. Its purpose is
to establish hegemony in the Indian Ocean and to dominate
everyone else, as the US Foreign Policy Report noted.
President Nixon has noted also that US-USSR relations are
"dominated by incessant and dangerous conflict." Thus,
how can the international situation be other than dangerous?
Furthermore, the situation will become increasingly hostile.



Reaction to US Policy of Domination China and Viet-Nam

What was the result of the US policy to dominate all,
the Foreign Minister asked. President Nixon himself noted
in the July 1971 Foreign Policy Report that the US was no
longer in a position of "complete predominance" and "has a
challenge such as we did not even dream of." Mr. Secretary
is no doubt familiar with our views that where there is
oppression there will be resistance. President Truman
spent billions to engage in the Chinese civil war, but
what was the result? We are all clear about that and no
details are needed. Then you began throwing more billions
as well as your own troops into the Indochinese War,
bringing disaster to the people of Indochina. Now it is
certain that the US will not be able to win this war.

The Crux of the World Situation

The crux of the situation in the world is that
aggression and oppression are unpopular and can only
arouse the resistance of the people. (The Foreign
Minister then drew a parallel with the US war of
independence.)

In the view of the PRC, despite upheavals, the trend
is progressive, and is reflected in the post-war anti-
imperialist and anti-colonialist struggles in Asia which
have brought independence to many countries. In Africa
and Latin America the struggle against colonialism and
imperialism has spread and countries are becoming inde-
pendent one after another. President Nixon also has noted
the strong desire for change in Latin America.

The Competition of the "Super Powers"

In the world today, the Foreign Minister continued,
there are one or two super-powers who, no matter how wild
their ambitions, cannot monopolize world affairs. The
middle and smaller powers demand a voice. This trend is
being expressed in international bodies like the U.N.
Our outlook is optimistic: countries want independence;
nations want liberation; and people want revolution.
This is an irresistible trend.



President Nixon has said that he wants a relaxation
of international tension. But the people of the world
see that the US and the USSR are rivals for world hegemony;
anxious to divide between themselves spheres of influence;
and deeply involved in a nuclear arms race, in what you
call "global strategic competition." You emphasize the
need to enhance your position of strength, to create an
"adequate nuclear deterrent" and to spend billions for
this. How can this be conducive to peace and to relaxa-
tion of tensions? It is already many years since the end
of World War II, but the US still maintains many troops
and bass overseas.

The US and its "Old Friends," or a New Policy

The US says that it will not abandon its old friends
and will faithfully observe its treaty commitments. What
does this mean in fact? In fact, you have no intention
of withdrawing troops from overseas, or of giving up
control over and interference in other countries.

How then can the US contribute to a relaxation of
tensions? Premier Chou En-lai told Dr. Kissinger last
October that

"if we are to enter a new era, it will be
necessary to change some relations, If there
is no change, then life can only go on as before."

If you maintain all old relations, you won't "abandon
old friends;" how can you adapt to a new era? I discussed
this problem with the Secretary on our trip to the Great
Wall. What about Ngo Ding Diem and Syngman Rhee? Were
they not "old friends" in their time? It is clear to
everyone what end they met. Why are you so reluctant to
part with unpopular "old friends." In our view we must
march forward to adapt to a new era. We cannot stand still.





PRO Solution for Peace and Its Own Role in International
Relations

If we are to ease international tension and attain
peace then all must respect the five principles of peaceful
coexistence. Every country must be free to choose its own
social system without outside interference. Otherwise the
world will only see even greater upheavals.



For over a century the Foreign Minister continued,
the Chinese people have suffered from foreign aggression
and oppression. Therefore, the Chinese people of course
sympathize with and firmly support the just struggle of
all oppressed peoples. I think you know that our
support is primarily political and moral although we
give some material support to friendly countries.

On the basis of the five principles, we have
established and developed relations of friendship and
cooperation with many countries. Even with these
countries with whom we have differences of principle,
we have established normal relations on the basis of
the five principles. The old China once bullied neighbor
countries, and then itself was subjected to bullying.
This kind of injustice still exists today with the large
bullying the small and the strong bullying the weak. Our
experience has shown that big power chauvinism is un-
desirable. All countries, large and small, should be
equal. International matters should be settled by con-
sultation of all countries and not by the super-powers.
We believe that peaceful consultation should be used to
settle problems and not force or the threat of force.
Troops should be withdrawn from foreign territory.

Prospects for Peace in Asia

While we favor a reduction of tension in the Far
East, we take a realistic view of the complicated situa-
tion in that area. We hope for peace but we have no
illusions about the ease with which peace may be attained.
We hope for a reduction of tensions, but we are not
afraid of tension. We are accustomed to tension on our
borders. In fact, tensions are not harmful to us, but
rather have the effect of educating and mobilizing our
people.

I must tell you frankly that we have made preparation
against all kinds of eventualities. I believe that you
must be clear about all these.

Foreign Minister Chi concluded this presentation by
suggesting that certain questions touched on only briefly,
such as those concerning Indochina, Japan and Korea,
could be dealt with separately later on.



The Secretary opened by commenting that the Foreign
minister's presentation showed so many obvious mis-
conceptions of US policy and world affairs that he had
difficulty knowing where to begin.


"Oppression?"


It is difficult, he continued, for the American
people to accept the PRO's simplistic division of the
world into oppressors and oppressed, into aggressors and
those aggressed against. It is also impossible, based
on observable fact, to imply that the US is an oppressor
and thus unpopular in the world. That is a total fallacy.
If one travels extensively, as I have, one can see clearly
that what you say is entirely wrong, although isolation
from the real world may cause some people to think this
way. I remarked to you on our way to the Great Wall that
I personally, as Secretary of State, have been well re-
ceived in almost every country I have visited, about
45 in all.

Our people are free to leave the US to go anywhere
they want. We have no problem of citizens who want to
escape. Rather, our problem is that we have so many
people who want to come to the US that we must have re-
strictions on immigration. Many Chinese live in the US,
and more want to come. If the US was, as you seem to
imply, an "aggressor and oppressor," then there would not
be this considerable desire to come to the US.

The US has treaties with 45 nations. These treaties,
and the mutual commitments therein, were not forced on
either party. They were made with nations chosen by the
people.

US Support to Independence Movements

You are aware of our strong support for the
independence of African nations. I have been warmly
received, in many of these countries. African nations do
not want revolution, but peaceful development and peaceful
change are needed. I was continually asked to provide
more Americans and more US help to these countries.



The situation is much the same in Latin America
where, as I learned at the recent meeting of the Foreign
Ministers of the Americas, more US participation in de-
velopment is desired. One basic reason is that those
countries know that we have no territorial ambitions nor
any wish to control them.

US-PRC Agreement in Principle

We agree with you that the large and strong should
not bully the small and weak. The nations with whom we
have relations do not fear us on this score. There

aresomenationswithwhomwearehavingdifficultiesatthe
present, difficulties which are described fully in our
free press.

We agree with you also that affairs should be
settled by the people of the countries themselves. We
agree on the principle of self-determination. In our
view, this means by voting; we know of no other way.

US Armed Strength

I mentioned once in our meeting yesterday that the
US had been forced into world wars two times against our
will. We have since decided that we will never again be
second best. And we do not intend to apologize to anyone
for that. We maintain our military strength as a means
to prevent another world war.

You imply that US troops are in other countries
against the wishes of the people. This is not true. We
maintain troops in Europe in reaction to the threat to
stability posed by the Warsaw Pact and in response to the
requests of the nations concerned. In fact, I don't
believe that your own government would want us to with-
draw these troops. Certainly the countries concerned do
not want us to do so. The world knows that US power
brought victory in World War II; and that instead of
dominating the vanquished we helped to rebuild them to
the point where Japan is now the third most economically
powerful nation, Germany the fourth and Italy prospering.

In summation, I find that the facts simply do not
support your implication that the US is an oppressor
nation out to dominate the world.



I

"Old Friends" and Troop Withdrawals




You criticize us for being unwilling to abandon old
friends. We say that we want to make new friends and
that is why we are in the PRC today. Also, we are re-
ducing our troop presence in this part of the world as a
result of lowering tensions. We have given up Okinawa.
Although I understand that there are many things you
feel compelled to state publicly concerning my country
and the world, I hope that you do not believe all of what
you say.

Co-existence, Our Pride in Our System and Revolution

We naturally prefer our system and we are proud of
the achievements which have been made, in freedom, under
that system. Our achievements are based on our system
but we do not insist that others accept it. We agree
with you that regardless of system, all nations and
peoples should get along. Perhaps in your situation,
your system suits you.

Revolution, in our view, is not the wave of the
future but rather peace, order, and prosperity. Where
change is needed, we believe the world has reached the
stage in which change can be orderly and in which force
is not needed. We know your ideas differ, but, at the
least, we feel if you come to the US you will understand
that we are not oppressors.

Foreign Minister Chi responded that of course,
differences in principle exist and we have our own views
based on our own philosophy, just as you have yours.

War Preparation and Peace

We desire peace. But if one side makes preparations
for war and the other also (Chi was referring to the US
and the USSR) then there is danger of an arms race. The
PRC will not join in an arms race, but because of world
tensions it will look to its own strength. We build
upon military strength for self-defense purposes;
moreover, we have no soldiers stationed abroad.



The Secretary replied that all nations maintain
their forces are for self-defense. Again we agree on
principle: we build up our strength in order to avoid
trouble. Furthermore, we want to reduce the level of
arms by mutual agreement with the Soviet Union reached
through the SALT talks. Would you want us to disarm
unilaterally in the kind of world we live in today?

Foreign Minister Chi expressed the hope that both
the US and the USSR will reduce arms levels. But the"self-defense"towhichyoureferisdifferentfromour

concept. Our self-defense is on our own soil. But for
you, self-defense includes the arms race between your
two countries. Suppose the Soviets refuse to reduce
their armed strength, what then?

Then we will maintain our strength, the Secretary
replied. If we lived in an idyllic world, then we
would not need arms. Would you reduce your troops as
long as the Soviets are on your border?

If they don't attack us, we won't attack them,
Foreign Minister Chi replied.

Turmoil and Revolution in the World

Foreign Minister Chi stated that in spite of
differences in social system, philosophy, principles and
outlook, it is still possible to reach agreement on state
relations. He commented that although the Secretary said
the people of the world do not want revolution, in the
Chinese ;view the world is in turmoil and that turmoil is
good because then everyone can have their say, and every-
one can go forward.

The Secretary noted that two years ago there was
much turmoil in the Middle East. Nigeria, once plagued
by a most costly war, is now peaceful. Kenya is vastly
more stable than some ten to fifteen years ago.

The Foreign Minister replied that although in some
areas war has ceased, in others disruption and war is
bound to break out. Portugal, the UK and France are all
supporting disruption and subversion in Africa.



The Secretary commented that France and England had
been successful not only in granting independence to
their former colonies in Africa but in retaining their
friendship. The South African problem is another diffi-
cult problem and we all understand that. With the ex-
clusion of the Portuguese colonies, the other nations of
Africa have made significant progress. The last thing
they want now is revolution. They need more education,
economic development and technical assistance.

Viet-Nam and Asia

Foreign Minister Chi commented that he had spoken
generally about "aggression and oppression" and that
these words appeared to have made the Secretary unhappy.

The Secretary said that he was used to such words,
and that if saying them made the Foreign Minister feel
better, he should go right ahead.

Where there is aggression, the Foreign Minister
continued, there is resistance to aggression and where
there is oppression there is resistance to oppression.
After President Nixon came into office, he began to
withdraw troops from Asia, but we must trace out the
roots of the problem. You inherited the problem and you
are doing your best to extricate yourself, but you must
admit there was aggression and oppression on your part.
We know you are trying to settle the question of Indochina.

The Secretary responded that he did not feel it
useful to get into an exchange of recriminations at this
point, expressed appreciation for Chi's comments on
President Nixon and said that he thought it useful to
remind ourselves that there have been recent changes.

Cambodia

The Secretary then raised the matter of North
Vietnamese invasion of Cambodian territory. At one time
Prince Sihanouk had complained publicly over the presence
of NVN troops on Cambodian soil, and had made trips to
Peking and Moscow in an attempt to get the NVN to leave.
To the American people this seemed like a clear case of
foreign troops in a country against the will of the people
of that country. The new government of Cambodia maintains
exactly this same position as Sihanouk once did. The US



would like to have Cambodia free and neutral and to have
f�oreign troops leave. We know your ideas are different,
although both Sihanouk and now the new government agree
that the North Vietnamese are invaders. It is difficult
for us to understand why you feel differently. If the
North Vietnamese went back to North Viet-Nam, then there
would be no trouble in Cambodia. But it looks different
from your point of view so these talks are useful.

Prime Minister Chi replied that the Indochinese
question should be settled by the Indochinese peoples
themselves.

The Secretary said that the US agreed and had
advocated an Indochinese conference. Foreign Minister
Chi refused to be drawn into a discussion of this,
stating only that "this is not our affair. We will not
intervene."

Foreign Minister Chi said that as mutual understanding
increases, reinforced by the "testimony of fact," the
views of both sides will come together. It is important,
the Foreign Minister said, if we cannot find common views
right away because we don't have to be in a hurry.

The Secretary commented that there had been more
agreement in principle than he had anticipated and that
the main differences lay in how to implement principles
and took the five principles of peaceful coexistence as
an example.

The Foreign Minister concluded that relations
between the two countries should be concluded on the
basis of these principles, in particular those relating
to non-interference in internal affairs and mutual respect
for territorial sovereignty.

Just before the meeting adjourned, a discussion arose
over the meanings of the words "dominance" and "pre-
dominance." The Secretary pointed out that the Foreign
Minister had mistaken the term "predominance," as used by
President Nixon, for "dominance." The statement that the
US was predominant after World War II simply meant that
it was the strongest power in the world, not that the US
was trying to control the world. Now, the President had
pointed out, the US was no longer predominant, and that in
our view, this was a natural and healthy development.


